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F u t u r e  R o l e s  f o r  N u c l e a r  A r m s :  

Weapons ,  S y m b o l s ,  o r  A n a c h r o n i s m ?  

i n t r o d u c t i o n  

U n t i !  t he  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  used  a t o m i c  bombs t o  d e s t r o y  

H i r o s h i m a  and N a g a s a k i ,  t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  c r e a t i n g  such  a 

s u p e r - w e a p o n  was known o n l y  t o  a s m a l l  number  o f  p h y s i c i s t s  

and m i l i t a r y  o f f i c i a l s .  R e a c t i o n s  t o  t h e  new s u p e r - w e a p o n  

w e r e  s p l i t .  I m m e d i a t e l y  a f t e r  t h e  War e f f o r t s  w e r e  made t o  

" t u r n  b a c k  t h e  c l o c k "  and e l i m i n a t e  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  A t  t h e  

same t i m e ,  a d d i t i o n a l  c o u n t r i e s  b e g a n  w o r k i n g  to  d e v e l o p  

t h e i r  own.  F o r  t h e  n e x t  two  d e c a d e s  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  

r e m a i n e d  a c e n t r a l  e l e m e n t  o f  w a r - f i g h t i n g  b e t w e e n  t h e  g r e a t  

p o w e r s .  D u r i n g  t h e  1970s a g r a d u a l  t r a n s i t i o n  b e g a n ,  d r i v e n  

p a r t l y  by t h e  s t r a t e g i c  d e t e r r e n c e  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  d a y ,  and 

p a r t l y  by t r e n d s  i n  p u b l i c  o p i n i o n  i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and 

a b r o a d .  

By 19S0,  i f  n o t  e a r l i e r ,  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  w e r e  g e n e r a l l y  

p e r c e i v e d  t o  be e s s e n t i a l  t o  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  p e a c e  b u t  

e s s e n t i a l l y  u n u s a b l e  i n  w a r .  The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  U n i t e d  

S t a t e s  and t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  each  p o s s e s s e d  s u f f i c i e n t  

w e a p o n s  o f  s u f f i c i e n t  i n v u l n e r a b i l i t y  t o  g u a r a n t e e  a 

d e v a s t a t i n g  s e c o n d  s t r i k e  on t h e  o t h e r  was u n d e r s t o o d  t o  be 

t h e  g u a r a n t o r  o f  p e a c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  s u p e r p o w e r s  ( a l b e i t  n o t  

n e c e s s a r i l y  b e t w e e n  t h e i r  s u r r o g a t e s ) .  H o w e v e r ,  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  w e r e  w i d e l y  p e r c e i v e d  t o  be u n u s a b l e  a g a i n s t  s m a l l e r  
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p o w e r s ,  n o n e  o f  w h i c h  was  p e r c e i v e d  t o  p o s e  a t r u l y  

s t r a t e g i c  t h r e a t  t o  e i t h e r  s u p e r p o w e r .  N u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  h a d  

b e c o m e  s y m b o l s  o f  s t a t u s  a s  a g l o b a l  p o w e r ,  b u t  t h e i r  

u t i l i t y  i n  w a r  was  ( e x c e p t  f o r  g l o b a l  w a r  a m o n g  t h e  

s u p e r p o w e r s )  q u e s t i o n a b l e .  

T o d a y  t h a t  s t r a t e g i c  t h r e a t ,  a n d  t h e  b a l a n c e  b e t w e e n  

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n ,  h a v e  d i s a p p e a r e d ,  a s  

h a s  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  i t s e l f .  W h i l e  R u s s i a  a n d  s e v e r a l  o t h e r  

s u c c e s s o r  s t a t e s  s t i l l  p o s s e s s  s u b s t a n t i a l  n u m b e r s  o f  

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  and  do p r e s e n t  a p o t e n t i a l  t h r e a t ,  t h e y  do 

n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  t h r e a t  t h e  USSR d i d .  In  s u r v e y i n g  t h i s  

new w o r l d  o r d e r ,  some c o m m e n t a t o r s  see i t  f r a u g h t  w i t h  new 

t h r e a t s ,  some o f  w h i c h  r e q u i r e  t h a t  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  

m a i n t a i n  i t s  n u c l e a r  a r s e n a l ,  w h i l e  o t h e r s  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  

m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  a p p r o a c h  t o  a d d r e s s i n g  t h o s e  new d a n g e r s  

i n c l u d e s  n u c l e a r  d i s a r m a m e n t .  

No l e s s  an a u t h o r i t y  t h a n  P a u l  N i t z e  has  a r g u e d  t h a t  i n  

t h e  l o n g  r u n  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  p r o v i d e  no u s e f u l  m i l i t a r y  

c a p a b i l i t y  a n d  r e p r e s e n t  a p o l i t i c a l  l i a b i l i t y .  1 He a r g u e s  

t h a t  c o n v e n t i o n a l  p r e c i s i o n  w e a p o n s  used  i n  t h e  G u l f  War 

d e m o n s t r a t e d  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  w a r - f i g h t i n g  

r o l e s  p r e v i o u s l y  a s s i g n e d  t o  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  and  t o  do so 

i n  a m i l i t a r i l y  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e  a n d  p o l i t i c a l l y  m o r e  

a c c e p t a b l e  m a n n e r .  N i t z e  a l s o  a r g u e s  t h a t  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  

n o  l o n g e r  p r o v i d e  a n  e f f e c t i v e  d e t e r r e n t  a g a i n s t  t h r e a t s  

l i k e  S a d d a m  H u s s e i n ' s  I r a q .  T h r e a t s  t o  u s e  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  

a r e  n o t  c r e d i b l e ,  e v e n  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  a n u c l e a r  a t t a c k ,  a n d  
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t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  i t s  a l l i e s  h a v e  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  

c a p a b i l i t y  t o  d e f e a t  s u c h  t h r e a t s .  I r a q ' s  u s e  o f  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  w o u t d  o n l y  h a v e  g u a r a n t e e d  t h e  c o a l i t i o n ' s  

d e s t r o y i n g  h i s  r e g i m e .  

O t h e r  c o m m e n t a t o r s  a r g u e  t h a t  e v e n  i n  t h i s  new w o r l d  

o r d e r  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  m u s t  m a i n t a i n  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  2 

T h e y  c i t e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  R u s s i a  o r  U k r a i n e  t o  t u r n  

b e l l i g e r e n t  a n d ,  p o s s e s s i n g  l a r g e  n u m b e r s  o f  s t r a t e g i c  

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  t o  a g a i n  pose  a s e r i o u s  and d i r e c t  n u c l e a r  

t h r e a t  t o  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  a t h r e a t  w h i c h  can  o n l y  be 

d e t e r r e d  by U . S .  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  3 These  a u t h o r s  a l s o  f o c u s  

on t h e  t h r e a t  p o s e d  by c o n t i n u e d  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s ,  and i n  some c a s e s  o f  c h e m i c a l  and b i o l o g i c a l  

w e a p o n s .  They  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  mus t  m a i n t a i n  

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  t o  d e t e r  such  t h r e a t s ,  b u t  many o f  t h e s e  

s a m e  a u t h o r s  w o r r y  t h a t  l e a d e r s  i n  n e w l y  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n  

s t a t e s  w i l l  n o t  be as s u s c e p t i b l e  t o  d e t e r r e n c e  as t h e  USSR 

w a s .  F i n a l l y  some o f  t h e s e  a u t h o r s  c l a i m  t h a t  p o s s e s s i o n  o f  

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  s e r v e s  t o  m a i n t a i n  s u p e r p o w e r  s t a t u s  f o r  t h e  

U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  an e s s e n t i a l l y  p o l i t i c a l  a r g u m e n t  f o r  n u c l e a r  

weapons. 

Considering what military and political roles nuclear 

weapons may play in the coming decade or two requires an 

analysis of the anticipated future national security 

environment and asking several key questions. Do nuclear 

weapons confer advantages, either in political or military 

confrontations? When the fighting starts, can nuclear 



w e a p o n s  a c t u a l l y  be  e m p l o y e d ,  o r  a r e  t h e y  s t r i c t l y  p o l i t i c a l  

w e a p o n s ,  a u s e f u l  t h r e a t ,  b u t  u l t i m a t e l y  an e m p t y  t h r e a t ?  

F i n a l l y ,  a r e  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a c t u a l l y  a p o l i t i c a l  l i a b i l i t y ?  

To a d d r e s s  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  p r o p e r l y ,  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  

u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  c o n t e x t ,  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  

l a s t  2 i f t y  y e a r s .  

H i s t o r i c a l  Roles: Weapons or  Symbo ls?  

N u c l e a r  weapons f i r s t  a p p e a r e d  as w a r - f i g h t i n g  w e a p o n s .  

D u r i n g  t h e  Second Wor ld  War t he  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  d e v e l o p e d  t h e  

a t o m i c  bomb as a v a s t l y  l a r g e r  e x p l o s i v e ,  a weapon t h a t  

c o u l d  d e s t r o y  a c i t y  w i t h  a s i n g l e  bomb i n s t e a d  o f  t h e  

h u n d r e d s  o f  s o r t i e s  n e c e s s a r y  w i t h  o r d i n a n c e  t h e n  a v a i l a b l e .  

D u r i n g  t h e  War,  and f o r  many y e a r s  a f t e r w a r d s ,  most  m i l i t a r y  

s t r a t e g i s t s  (and  s c i e n t i s t s )  d i d  n o t  u n d e r s t a n d  the  f u l l  

h o r r o r  o f  r a d i a t i o n ,  and the  d e g r e e  to  r a d i a t i o n  and t h e i r  

i n c r e d i b l e  e x p l o s i v e  power  made n u c l e a r  weapons 

fundamental ly d i f f e r e n t  from other  weapons. In m i l i t a r y  

d o c t r i n e  of the time, the atomic bomb was e s s e n t i a l l y  j u s t  a 

l a rge r  and more powerful bomb than o thers  in the a r s e n a l ,  

and equa l ly  usab le .  It was not a spec ia l  instrument or a 

symbol of p o l i t i c a l  power. 

But as ea r ly  as the autumn of 19#5, some in the U.S. 

and o ther  governments understood tha t  the atomic bomb was 

fundamental ly  d i f f e r e n t  from convent ional  weapons and 

c r e a t e d  new problems for i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y .  This 

th ink ing ,  r e f l e c t e d  in the Acheson-L i l l i en tha l  Report ,  and 



r e f l e c t e d  e a r l i e r  i n  a N o v e m b e r  19~5  j o i n t  s t a t e m e n t  b y  t h e  

P r e s i d e n t  a n d  t h e  p r i m e  m i n i s t e r s  o f  G r e a t  B r i t a i n  a n d  

C a n a d a ,  h e l d  t h a t  t h e r e  c a n  b e  no  m o n o p o l y  on  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  a n d  no  e f f e c t i v e  d e f e n s e  a g a i n s t  t h e m ,  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  

a n d  n u c l e a r  w a r  m u s t  b e  p r e v e n t e d  a n d  t h e  p e a c e f u l  b e n e f i t s  

o f  n u c l e a r  e n e r g y  p u r s u e d ,  a n d  t h e s e  g o a l s  a r e  t h e  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o m m u n i t y ,  n o t  j u s t  a 

f e w  n a t i o n s .  ~ 

T h e  f i r s t  a c t i o n  o f  t h e  n e w  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  i n  3 a n u a r y  

1 9 # 6  w a s  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  a t o m i c  bomb  a n d  how  

t o  c o n t r o l  i t .  T h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  p r o p o s e d  ( i n  t h e  B a r u c h  

P l a n )  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  a i r  a t o m i c  w e a p o n s  a n d  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  

con t ro I  of a l l  nuciear  a c t i v i t i e s .  This v i s i o n  f a i l e d ,  as 

the Soviet  Union, s t i l l  r e e l i n g  from World War I I  and 

w i t hou t  the new super-weapon, was u n w i l l i n g  to accept 

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n t r o l s  and i n t r u s i v e  i nspec t ions  f i r s t  and 

argued t ha t  the Uni ted States should disarm before o thers  

foreswore what they did not yet  possess. 5 

Because the Uni ted States and the Soviet Union, s t i l l  

t e c h n i c a l l y  a11ies,  so m is t rus ted  each other  tha t  they could 

not f i nd  a way to agree on i n t e r n a t i o n a l  con t ro l  of c i v i l  

nuclear  a c t i v i t i e s  and p r o h i b i t i o n  of nuc lear  weapons, 

g loba l  nuc lear  disarmament f a i l e d .  As the I ron Cur ta in  

descended across £urope, so d id the p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of nuc lear  

weapons. The Soviet  Union detonated i t s  f i r s t  t es t  in 

August 1949, and in March 1952 the B r i t i s h  fo l lowed s u i t .  
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By A u g u s t  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  y e a r  b o t h  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and  

t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  h ad  t e s t e d  h y d r o g e n  b o m b s .  

The  1 9 5 0 s  an d  1 9 6 0 s  w i t n e s s e d  a n u c l e a r  a r m s  r a c e  

b e t w e e n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n ,  and  t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  s t r a t e g i c  and  t a c t i c a l  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  

e v o l v e d .  B o t h  e v e n t s  w e r e  g e n e r a t e d  by  t h e  b a l a n c e  in  

c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s .  The  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and  i t s  NATO a l l i e s  

c o n f r o n t e d  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  and  i t s  W a r s a w  T r e a t y  

O r g a n i z a t i o n  a l l i e s  a c r o s s  t h e  l o n g  f r o n t i e r  b e t w e e n  E a s t e r n  

a n d  W e s t e r n  E u r o p e .  The  p r i n c i p a l  t h r e a t  was  p e r c e i v e d  t o  

b e  a c o n v e n t i o n a l  a t t a c k ,  b u t  NATO d e f e n s e  p l a n n e r s  d o u b t e d  

that the West would be able to repel such an invasion with 

conventional forces. The alternatives were to risk losing 

control of the whole continent or to use nuclear weapons to 

break up the invading forces. Moving up the "escalation 

ladder" indicated willingness to move from war in central 

Europe to global war, the United States and its allies 

preferred world nuclear war to Soviet conquest of Western 

Europe. Another world war, and fighting it with nuclear 

weapons, were considered real possibilities, and nuclear 

weapons were war-fighting weapons, not political 

instruments. 

For most of the Eisenhower administration, U.S. 

doctrine was that of "massive retaliation." "The way to 

deter aggression [by the Soviet Union] is for the free 

community to be willing and able to respond vigorously at 

places and with means of its own choosing. "6 The necessary 
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c o n d i t i o n  f o r  " m a s s i v e  r e t a l i a t i o n "  t o  w o r k  w a s  t h e  

p e r c e p t i o n  o f  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  e s c a l a t e  d i r e c t l y  

t o  g l o b a l  n u c l e a r  w a r  t o  d e f e n d  a l l i e s  a g a i n s t  c o n v e n t i o n a l  

a t t a c k s .  R e s p o n s e  t o  S o v i e t  a t t a c k s  w o u l d  n o t  b e  

p r o p o r t i o n a l  a n d  l o c a l ,  b u t  d i r e c t l y  on  t h e  USSR a n d  

m a s s i v e ,  c o n f r o n t i n g  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  w i t h  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

o f  h a t t i n g  a g g r e s s i o n  a n d  n o t  r e s p o n d i n g  t o  a n  a t t a c k  o n  i t s  

h o m e l a n d  o r  w o r l d  n u c l e a r  w a r .  T h i s  p o l i c y  h a d  s e v e r a l  

c o n s e q u e n c e s .  

F i r s t ,  w o u l d  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  r e a l t y  p r o v e  r e a d y ,  i n  

t h e  e v e n t  i t s e l f ,  t o  r i s k  a s t r a t e g i c  n u c l e a r  a t t a c k  o n  t h e  

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  t o  h a l t  a c o n v e n t i o n a l  a t t a c k  i n  E u r o p e ?  T h e  

c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  U . S .  d e t e r r e n t  w a s  a c e n t r a l  p r o b l e m  f o r  

NATO. D o u b t s  a b o u t  t h e  U . S .  d e t e r r e n t  t e d ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  

c o n t r i b u t e d  t o ,  p r o l i f e r a t i o n :  i n  F e b r u a r y  1 9 6 0  F r a n c e  

d e t o n a t e d  i t s  f i r s t  a t o m i c  b o m b .  7 P e r h a p s  a s  a c a u s e ,  a n d  

c e r t a i n t y  as a c o n s e q u e n c e ,  n u c t e a r  weapons  w e r e  

i n c r e a s i n g l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  g r e a t  power  s t a t u s .  W i t h  

F r a n c e ' s  a s c e n s i o n ,  f o u r  o f  t h e  f i v e  p e r m a n e n t  members  o f  

t h e  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i t  w e r e  n u c t e a r  weapon  s t a t e s .  N u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  w e r e  a c q u i r i n g  s y m b o t i c  s t a t u s .  

A s e c o n d  c o n s e q u e n c e  was a c h a n g e  i n  n u c l e a r  d o c t r i n e  

f o r  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  The K e n n e d y  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

i n t r o d u c e d  a new p o l i c y :  f l e x i b t e  r e s p o n s e .  T h i s  p o l i c y  

c r e a t e d  a f i r e - b r e a k  b e t w e e n  c o n v e n t i o n a l  and n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s ,  b u t  f o r  r e a s o n s  o f  p r o p o r t i o n a t i t y  and c r e d i b i l i t y  

( t h e  A c h e s o n - L i l l i e n t h a i  p e r s p e c t i v e  had been l o s t  d u r i n g  
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t h e  a r m s  r a c e ) .  F l e x i b l e  r e s p o n s e  a l s o  i n t r o d u c e d  a new 

r o l e  f o r  t a c t i c a l  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  U n d e r  m a s s i v e  

r e t a l i a t i o n  t a c t i c a l  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  w e r e  j u s t  a n o t h e r  

w e a p o n  i n  t h e  a r s e n a l ,  u n d e r  f l e x i b l e  r e s p o n s e  t h e y  b e c a m e  a 

r u n g  o n  t h e  e s c a l a t i o n  l a d d e r  l i n k i n g  c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s  

w i t h  e v e n t u a l  u s e  o f  s t r a t e g i c  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  

I n c r e a s i n g l y  s t r a t e g i s t s  t h o u g h t  i n  t e r m s  o f  m i l i t a r y  

c a p a b i l i t i e s  t o  s i g n a l  i n t e n t i o n s  - -  d i p l o m a c y  b e g a n  t o  

c o m p e t e  w i t h  w a r - f i g h t i n g  a s  a b a s i s  f o r  m i l i t a r y  d e c i s i o n s .  

T h e  1 9 6 0 s  s a w  m a n y  e f f o r t s  t o  c o n t r o l  t h e  s p r e a d  o f  

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a n d  l i m i t ,  i f  n o t  r e d u c e ,  t h e  a r s e n a l s  o f  

t h e  n u c l e a r  p o w e r s .  T h e  m o s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  o f  t h e s e  w a s  t h e  

1 9 6 7  T r e a t y  on  t h e  N o n - P r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s  

( N P T ) .  One  i s s u e  i n  t h e  NPT n e g o t i a t i o n s  w a s  how c o u n t r i e s  

f o r e s w e a r i n g  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  c o u l d  b e  s e c u r e  i n  t h e  f a c e  o f  

a d v e r s a r i e s  s t i l l  a r m e d  w i t h  l a r g e  n u c l e a r  a r s e n a l s .  

A s s u r a n c e s  b y  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  

( a t t e n t i o n  f o c u s e d  o n  t h e  t w o  s u p e r - p o w e r s ,  a l t h o u g h ,  

B r i t a i n ,  F r a n c e ,  a n d  C h i n a  w e r e  a l s o  p r e s s e d  f o r  s u c h  

a s s u r a n c e s )  t h a t  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  w o u l d  n o t  b e  u s e d  o r  

t h r e a t e n e d  b y  a n u c l e a r  w e a p o n  s t a t e  i n  c o n f r o n t a t i o n  w i t h  a 

n o n - n u c l e a r  w e a p o n  s t a t e  w e r e  a n  i m p o r t a n t  c o m p o n e n t  o f  t h e  

political deal. Such "negative security assurances" were 

not included in the NPT itself, but first articulated as 

part of the General Assembly debate leading to approval of a 

resolution calling on all states to adhere to the NPT. 
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The problem of the m i l i t a r y  role  of nuclear weapons was 

not r e so lved  in that  debate .  The United S ta tes  faced 

i nc rea s ing  pressure  from the USSR and i t s  a l l i e s ,  and from 

the neu t r a l  and non-aligned s t a t e s ,  to agree tha t  nuc lear  

weapons could only be used in response to a nuclear  a t t a c k .  

To do so would l imi t  the scope of de te r rence  to nuclear war 

among the nuclear-weapons s t a t e s .  The United S t a t e s  

r e fu sed ;  the imbalance of conventional  forces  in c e n t r a l  

Europe remained, and the need for an e f f e c t i v e  d e t e r r e n t  

remained paramount. Attacks by a nuclear  weapon s t a t e  or 

i t s  a l l i e s  aga ins t  U.S. t r e a t y  a l l i e s  were s t i l l  s u b j e c t  to 

r e t a l i a t i o n  by f i r s t  use of nuclear weapons. In f a c t ,  for  

much of the 1970s, the p r a c t i c a l  po l i cy  was even l e s s  

s t r i c t .  In 1975 Secre ta ry  of Defense Schles inger  s t a t e d  

tha t  the United S ta tes  might respond to a North Korean 

a t t a c k  on South Korea with nuclear weapons, a p o s i t i o n  

r e i t e r a t e d  by Pres iden t  Carter  as l a t e  as May 1977. 8 

But p re s su re s  aga ins t  p o s s i b l e  use of nuclear  weapons 

cont inued ,  both domes t i ca l ly  and, perhaps even more 

impor tan t ly ,  within the i n t e r n a t i o n a l  community. Even 

a l l i e s  p r o t e c t e d  by the U.S. nuclear  umbrella opposed 

d o c t r i n e s  contemplating nuclear  war except as a l a s t  l ine  of 

de f ense .  In 1978 the United S ta tes  a r t i c u l a t e d  what remains 

U.S. p o l i c y  today: 

The United S t a t e s  wi l l  not use nuclear  weapons ag a in s t  
any non-nuclear s t a t e  par ty to the NPT or any 
comparable i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y  binding commitment not to 
acqui re  nuclear  explos ive  dev ices ,  except in the case 
of an a t t a c k  on the United S t a t e s ,  i t s  t e r r i t o r i e s  or 
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armed forces ,  or a l l i e s ,  by such a s t a t e  a l l i e d  to a 
nuclear-weapons s t a t e  or assoc ia ted  with a nuclear-  
weapons s t a t e  in car ry ing  out or sus t a in ing  the 

a t t a c k .  9 

Because negat ive  s e c u r i t y  assurances are only a statement of 

pol icy  and not binding, both a l l i e s  and p o t e n t i a l  

a d v e r s a r i e s  f ind some ambiguity with respect to the 

d u r a b i l i t y  of nuclear negat ive s e c u r i t y  assurances.  The 

United S ta t e s  has in f ac t  int imated tha t  nuclear weapons 

might be used in response were U.S. forces or a l l i e s  

subjected to chemical or b i o l o g i c a l  a t t a c k ,  even by a non- 

nuclear  weapon s t a t e .  IO Nonetheless,  t a c t i c a l  nuclear  

weapons are l a rge ly  e l iminated  from U.S. and Russian 

a r s e n a l s ,  and s t r a t e g i c  weapons have as t h e i r  primary role  

the de te r rence  of other s t r a t e g i c  nuclear weapons. 

E s s e n t i a l l y  only nuclear weapons del ivered on a t t a ck  

a i r c r a f t  f i gu re  in any save Armageddon scenar ios .  

Future Value o f  Nuclear Weapons 

Nuclear weapons entered the world as war-fighting 

weapons, but gradually evolved into weapons of strategic 

deterrence, whether between the United States and the Soviet 

Union or between such undeclared nuclear powers as India and 

Pakistan. Deterrence is a political relationship, and for 

this reason as well as their dreadful power, nuclear weapons 

are perceived to be more political (symbolic) weapons than 

military o n e s .  
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A p e r c e p t i o n  w i d e l y  h e l d  t o d a y  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  now  no  

d i r e c t  m i l i t a r y  t h r e a t s  t o  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  a n d  f o r  t h i s  

r e a s o n  t h e r e  a r e  no  a p p r o p r i a t e  t a r g e t s  f o r  o u r  s t r a t e g i c  

nuclear forces. Some analysts, and the Clinton 

administration, see the proliferation of nuclear, chemical, 

and biological weapons as a major threat: 

[N]o armed opponent now appears capable of or intent 
upon threatening U.S. survival .... Policymakers 
should recognize, however, that unless more effective 
responses are found to the problems of weapons 
proliferation and control, the risks to the United 
States may again escalate as more states acquire the 
ability to significantly increase the costs of U.S. 
power projection or directly to threaten the territory 

of the United States. II 

Will U.S. nuclear weapons provide an effective or 

appropriate response against such threats? A number of 

commentators argue that so long as the United States and 

other major powers possess nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons 

are legitimized. Certainly the political and military 

aspects of national security cannot be separated, but do 

nuclear weapons play a positive or negative role in the 

overall U.S. security balance? 

Traditional Threats 

For forty-five years the primary threat to the United 

States, and the central focus of all thinking about how to 

use nuclear weapons, was the Soviet Union. But the Soviet 

Union, and its tight control over Eastern European allies, 

have disappeared. Former Warsaw Pact allies now seek NATO 
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p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  p o s s i b l e  R u s s i a n  h e g e m o n y  i n s t e a d  o f  

f o r m i n g  p a r t  o f  t h e  m a s s i v e  S o v i e t  c o n v e n t i o n a l  c a p a b i l i t y .  

The  S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  h a s  b e e n  s p l i t  among s e v e r a l  s u c c e s s o r  

s t a t e s .  A l t h o u g h  by f a r  t h e  l a r g e s t  p a r t  o f  t h e  f o r m e r  

Soviet  Union m i l i t a r y  remained with Russia ,  i t s  c a p a b i l i t i e s  

have been devas ta t ed  by economic and soc ia l  changes. 

The United S t a t e s  is now deeply engaged with the 

Russian Federa t ion  and Ukraine on severa l  l e v e l s ,  including 

e f f o r t s  to s t rengthen  those forces  in each country which 

s t r i v e  for  democratic p o l i t i c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and for  market 

economies. We are a l so  working with each concerning the 

safe  and secure dismantlement of nuclear  weapons. The 

previous  urgency to maintain a very c r e d i b l e  - -  l a rge ,  

s u r v i v a b l e ,  and o p e r a t i o n a l l y  ready --  s t r a t e g i c  nuclear  

fo rce  has been replaced by an urgency to d r a s t i c a l l y  reduce 

the s t r a t e g i c  nuclear  fo rces  on both s ides  and to d ispose  of 

the s p e c i a l  nuclear  m a t e r i a l s  from these weapons in a secure  

and t r a n s p a r e n t  fash ion .  Recently the United S t a t e s  and the 

Russian Federa t ion  agreed to aim our r e s p e c t i v e  b a l l i s t i c  

m i s s i l e s  a t  geographic coord ina te s  in the ocean, ra ther  than 

a t  each o the r .  12 The t h r e a t  c l e a r l y  is not what i t  was even 

a f e w  years  ago. 

C e r t a i n l y  the s t r a t e g i c  c o n f r o n t a t i o n  with the Sovie t  

Union has been replaced  by a new r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  but what i s  

t ha t  new r e l a t i o n s h i p  and how durable is i t ?  The cu r ren t  

t rends  are r e a d i l y  r e v e r s i b l e ,  with powerful fo rces  in both 

Russia  and Ukraine working to accomplish jus t  tha t  r e v e r s a l .  
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In R u s s i a  n a t i o n a l i s t  f o r c e s  do n o t ,  f o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t ,  

a r t i c u l a t e  a t h r e a t  t o  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o r  d i r e c t l y  t o  o u r  

i n t e r e s t s  ( s u c h  a s  t h e  t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e g r i t y  o f  W e s t e r n  o r  

C e n t r a l  E u r o p e ) .  T h e y  do s e e k  r e n e w e d  h e g e m o n y  o v e r  

n e i g h b o r i n g  s t a t e s  o f  t h e  f o r m e r  S o v i e t  U n i o n ,  and  p u r s u i t  

o f  t h e s e  o b j e c t i v e s  c o u l d  c r e a t e  i n s t a b i l i t y  in  a r e a s  t o  t h e  

w e s t  o r  s o u t h  ( t h a t  i s ,  W e s t e r n  o r  C e n t r a l  E u r o p e ,  t h e  

M i d d l e  E a s t ,  a n d  p a r t s  o f  S o u t h  A s i a ) .  In a d d i t i o n ,  n e a r -  

t e r m  i m p e r i a l i s t i c  o b j e c t i v e s  in  t h e  " n e a r  a b r o a d "  c a n  

easily translate, if successful, to longer-range 

imperialistic objectives on the rim of the former Soviet 

Union, a return to the political status quo ante. 

In the near term (perhaps the next decade) Russia will 

not be able to reconstitute a conventional military 

capability similar to that it possessed during the 19g0s. 

Existing conventional forces are probably adequate for 

controlling or even recapturing the "near-abroad," but are 

not a threat to NATO allies. Russia also has most of the 

former Soviet Union's nuclear weapons and delivery systems, 

and these have not suffered the degradation of conventional 

forces. These forces will remain, as Russia is recognized 

by the United States and the rest of the international 

community as the legitimate successor to the Soviet Union as 

a nuclear weapon state. 

Ukraine also possesses large numbers of operational 

strategic nuclear weapons. While the weapons in Ukraine are 

not under the total control of the Kiev government, factions 
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[n t h e  U k r a i n i a n  g o v e r n m e n t  p u b l i c l y  a r g u e  t h a t  U k r a i n e  

s h o u l d  b e c o m e  a n u c l e a r - w e a p o n s  s t a t e .  P r o g r e s s  i s  b e i n g  

made  t o w a r d s  p o l i t i c a l  a g r e e m e n t  f o r  U k r a i n e  to  b e c o m e  a 

n o n - n u c l e a r - w e a p o n  s t a t e ,  b u t  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h a t  

d e c i s i o n  r e m a i n s  t o  be  c o n v i n c i n g l y  d e m o n s t r a t e d ,  much l e s s  

c o m p l e t e d .  

So tong as a potent[at adversary maintains nuclear 

weapons, so must the United States. Strategic conventional 

forces cannot pose a credible threat against large numbers 

of strategic nuclear weapons. First, conventional weapons 

are not capable of performing counter-force roles against 

targets hardened to withstand direct nuclear attacks, 

regardless of how precisely they can be delivered on target. 

Lack of nuclear weapons to pose a credible counter-force 

threat would permit an adversary to scale the escalation 

tadder slowly but inexorably, at some point demonstrating 

willingness to use nuclear weapons in some remote and 

relatively unpopulated part of the United States, and 

demanding immediate acquiescence to whatever demands are 

made or additional weapons will be used against 

progressively more valuable targets in the United States. 

[yen Nitze concedes this point, while arguing that "if the 

country initiating such use could be effectively disarmed by 

conventional forces, there would be no military reason to 

retaliate with a nuclear strike. "13 Given the defensive 

capabilities (and here we refer only to passive defenses, 

hardening of silos and the inherent difficulties in anti- 
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submarine warfare)  developed for s t r a t e g i c  nuclear  forces  

during the Cold War, conventional weapons capable of 

providing a c r e d i b l e  d e t e r r e n t  remain a d i s t a n t  p rospec t .  

For the fo reseeab le  fu tu re ,  only nuclear  weapons wi l l  

provide e f f e c t i v e  de t e r r ence  against  the s t r a t e g i c  weapons 

of Russia and China (and possibly a nuclear  Ukraine) because 

only nuc lear  weapons would be e f f e c t i v e  in des t roy ing  those 

weapons. 

E x t e n d e d  D e t e r r e n c e  in  the  T r a d i t i o n a l  C o n t e x t  

During the Cold War the f i r s t  role  for nuclear  weapons 

was defense  of the homeland, p ro t ec t i ng  the United S ta tes  

i t s e l f  aga ins t  a t t a c k  by the Soviet Union (China could 

poss ib ly  pose a nuclear  t h r e a t  to the United S t a t e s ,  but was 

never a c e n t r a l  concern for U.S. de t e r r ence  p o l i c y ) .  A 

second r o l e ,  v i r t u a l l y  equal in importance, was providing a 

s e c u r i t y  umbrella for our a l l i e s ,  p r imar i ly  in Western 

Europe. 

Today, with the demise of the Soviet Union and the 

Warsaw Pact ,  the ro le  of extended de t e r r ence  in Europe 

recedes .  For the moment there  is no s i g n i f i c a n t  t h r e a t  to 

our NATO a l l i e s .  However, the quest ion might re-emerge i f  

Russia were again to pursue regional  hegemony. Given the 

dramat ic  e ros ion  of conventional  m i l i t a r y  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  even 

with agg re s s ive  i n t e n t i o n s  Russia would not pose the same 

t h r e a t  the USSR did .  Today's Russia would have to r e l y  

p r i m a r i l y  on implied or ac tua l  nuclear t h r e a t s  in the 
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d i p l o m a t i c  p u r s u i t  o f  h e g e m o n y .  R u s s i a ' s  c o n v e n t i o n a l  

m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s  do n o t  a p p e a r  s t r o n g  e n o u g h  t o  t h r e a t e n  

NATO's  c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s ,  t h u s  n e v e r  e n g a g i n g  t h e  n e e d  f o r  

e x t e n d e d  d e t e r r e n c e  f r o m  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  

I f  NATO s e c u r i t y  g u a r a n t e e s  w e r e  e x t e n d e d  t o  t h o s e  

E a s t e r n  E u r o p e a n  c o u n t r i e s  now s e e k i n g  e n t r y  i n t o  NATO, by 

d e f i n i t i o n  e x t e n d e d  n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e  w o u l d  come i n t o  p l a y .  

W h i l e  t h e  P a r t n e r s h i p  f o r  P e a c e  d o e s  n o t  i n c l u d e  d i r e c t  

s e c u r i t y  g u a r a n t e e s ,  s e v e r a l  t r e n d s  a p p e a r  l i k e l y .  The  

Partnership approach may ameliorate pressure from Visegrad 

(Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia) or 

Baltic countries to join NATO, but it will not eliminate it. 

To the extent that Russia continues to maintain military 

forces outside its own territory and asserts security 

interests in the "near abroad, ''14 these countries will press 

for a more formal and complete security relationship that 

includes the United States. 

How the United States and NATO respond to Eastern 

European security concerns can affect the nature of the 

threat. As discussed above, continued atrophy of Russia's 

conventional forces makes it increasingly dependent on its 

nuclear forces, which remain largely intact. Increasing 

reliance on strategic nuclear forces 15 will lead to 

increasing instability whenever Russia feels seriously 

threatened by outside forces or seeks to increase influence 

(or hegemony) in the region. |6 
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T h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  w i l l  n o t  i n  t h e  n e a r  f u t u r e  

e x p l i c i t l y  e x t e n d  t h e  n u c ] e a r  u m b r e l l a  o v e r  G e r m a n y  o r  

Denmark to any of the Visegrad or Baltic states, for a 

variety of reasons. But continued U.S. possession of a 

credible strategic nuclear deterrent will nonetheless be 

relevant for maintaining peace and some modicum of stability 

In this region. 

Whether nuclear deterrence, whether direct or extended, 

will work against states that do not have such a stake is 

another question. 

D e t e r r i n g ,  o r  F i g h t i n g ,  E m e r g i n g  T h r e a t s  

P r e v e n t i n g  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  h a s  

l o n g  b e e n  an  i m p o r t a n t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  

U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  a n d  t o d a y  i s  o n e  o f  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  

p r i m a r y  g o a l s .  17 U . S .  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a r e  r e l e v a n t  i n  two  

r e s p e c t s .  F i r s t ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  t h e  

other permanent members o f  the Security Council all openly 

possess large inventories of nuclear weapons, and that this 

fact is ratified by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons (NPT), has some important political 

consequences. These will be addressed the following 

section. A second important question is whether nuclear 

weapons give the United States any useful deterrence or war- 

fighting capabilities with respect to new proliferators or 

"backlash" states as the current administration has labelled 

them. 
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Fo r  d e t e r r e n c e  t o  w o r k ,  two c o n d i t i o n s  mus t  be m e t .  

The d e t e r r i n g  s t a t e  mus t  have  the  c a p a b i l i t y  - -  b o t h  

m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s  and t he  w i l l  t o  use them - -  t o  deny  

s o m e t h i n g  o f  v a l u e  t o  t h e  d e t e r r e d  s t a t e  u n l e s s  i t  r e f r a i n s  

f r o m  c e r t a i n  b e h a v i o r ;  and t h a t  s o m e t h i n g  o f  v a l u e  mus t  

r e l a t e ,  e i t h e r  f u n c t i o n a l l y  o r  p o l i t i c a l l y ,  t o  t h e  b e h a v i o r  

w h i c h  i s  t o  be d e t e r r e d .  The U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and t h e  S o v i e t  

U n i o n  w e r e  each  c a p a b l e  o f  w r e a k i n g  d e v a s t a t i n g  damage on 

t h e  o t h e r  even  a f t e r  f i r s t  a b s o r b i n g  a n u c l e a r  s t r i k e .  

Hence  each  was d e t e r r e d  f r o m  s t a g i n g  such  a s t r i k e ,  and a l s o  

f r o m  t h r e a t e n i n g  c e r t a i n  c o r e  v a l u e s  o f  t he  o t h e r  w h i c h  

m i g h t  have  c o m p e l l e d  a s t r a t e g i c  r e s p o n s e .  

The a r g u m e n t  i s  s o m e t i m e s  a d v a n c e d  t h a t  p a r i a h  s t a t e s  

c a n n o t  be d e t e r r e d  b e c a u s e  t h e i r  l e a d e r s  a r e  i r r a t i o n a l .  

The a r g u m e n t  t h a t  d e t e r r i n g  such  s t a t e s  i s  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  i s  

d e m o n s t r a b l y  c o r r e c t ,  b u t  t o  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  r e g i m e  i n  

B a g h d a d ,  o r  P y o n g y a n g ,  o r  T e h e r a n ,  i s  i r r a t i o n a l  i s  t o  f r a m e  

t h e  i s s u e  i n c o r r e c t l y .  I r r a t i o n a l i t y  i n v o l v e s  b e h a v i n g  i n  a 

m a n n e r  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  o n e ' s  o b j e c t i v e s  and t h e  c o n t e x t  i n  

w h i c h  one  m u s t  p u r s u e  t hem.  I n  f a c t  t h e  b e h a v i o r  o f  a l l  

t h r e e  r e g i m e s  d e m o n s t r a t e s  c o n s i d e r a b l e  s k i l l  i n  p u r s u i n g  

t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  o b j e c t i v e s  w i t h  v e r y  l i m i t e d  p o l i t i c a l  and 

m i l i t a r y  r e s o u r c e s .  T h e  r e a l  i s s u e  i s  one o f  v a l u e s .  

D e t e r r e n c e  w i l l  o n l y  w o r k  i f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  can d i r e c t l y  

t h r e a t e n  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  r e g i m e  v a l u e s ,  and t h i s  t h r e a t  can 

be l i n k e d  t o  c o n t i n u e d  a v o i d a n c e  o f  t h e  b e h a v i o r  we s e e k  t o  

d e t e r .  
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When n u c l e a r  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  a t h r e a t ,  

m o r e  t h a n  o n e  b e h a v i o r  [ s  in  f a c t  o f  c o n c e r n .  The  m o s t  

o b v i o u s  c o n c e r n ,  a n d  t h e  b e h a v i o r  u s e d  a s  t h e  s y n d o c h e  f o r  

a l l  t h e  r e s t ,  i s  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  i t s e l f ,  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  B u t  o t h e r  b e h a v i o r s ,  when l i n k e d  w i t h  

a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  a r e  a l s o  o f  s p e c i a l  c o n c e r n .  

F r e q u e n t l y  t h e  new p r o l i f e r a t o r  i s  p u r s u i n g  r e g i o n a l  

h e g e m o n y  a n d  t h u s  t h r e a t e n i n g  i t s  n e i g h b o r s .  The  U n i t e d  

S t a t e s  i s  a l s o  c o n c e r n e d  when  p o t e n t i a l  a d v e r s a r i e s  a c q u i r e  

s u c h  w e a p o n s ,  a s  t h e y  may b e  u s e d  a g a i n s t  U . S .  f o r c e s  

d e f e n d i n g  U . S .  i n t e r e s t s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  

c o n c e r n s  t h a t  p a r i a h  o r  b a c k l a s h  s t a t e s  may t r a n s f e r  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  t o  o t h e r s  o f  t h e  same i l k  ( n e i t h e r  n u c l e a r  n o r  

c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s  can d e t e r  such  t r a n s f e r s ,  h e n c e  t h e y  

w i l l  n o t  f i g u r e  f u r t h e r  h e r e ) .  

U . S .  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  as such  c a n n o t  d e t e r  a n o t h e r  s t a t e  

f r o m  d e v e l o p i n g  i t s  own,  e x c e p t  i n  t h e  case  w h e r e  U . S .  

w e a p o n s  can  p r o v i d e  an a l t e r n a t e  s o u r c e  o f  s e c u r i t y  a g a i n s t  

some e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t ;  t h i s  r e t u r n s  us t o  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  

e x t e n d e d  d e t e r r e n c e .  

P o t e n t i a l  p r o l i f e r a t o r s ,  and many p a s t  p r o l i f e r a t o r s ,  

a r e  s t a t e s  f o r  w h i c h  t h e  U . S .  n u c l e a r  u m b r e l l a  i s  n o t  

c r e d i b l e ,  and  m o s t l y  s t a t e s  f o r  w h i c h  t h e  U . S .  w o u l d  n o t  

c o n s i d e r  e x t e n d i n g  t h e  u m b r e l l a .  Why F r a n c e  c h o s e  t o  

d e v e l o p  i t s  own n u c l e a r  f o r c e s  i s  c o m p l e x  and a r g u a b l e  ( s e e  

n o t e  8 ) ,  b u t  t h e  U . S .  n u c l e a r  u m b r e l l a  o v e r  E u r o p e  was n o t  

a d e q u a t e  t o  p r e v e n t  i t .  C e r t a i n l y  I s r a e l  d e v e l o p e d  n u c l e a r  
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w e a p o n s  b e c a u s e  i t  l a c k e d  c o n f i d e n c e  i n  t h e  w i l l i n g n e s s  o f  

t h e  U . S .  t o  d e f e n d  i t .  S t a t e s  l i k e  I r a q ,  [ r a n ,  a n d  N o r t h  

K o r e a  c o n s i d e r  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  t h e  e n e m y ,  n o t  a p o t e n t i a l  

d e f e n d e r .  

U . S .  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  c o u l d  o n l y  d e t e r  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  i n  

t h e s e  c a s e s  w e r e  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  p r e p a r e d  t o  u s e  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  t o  e l i m i n a t e  a n a s c e n t  p r o g r a m .  T h i s  u s e  i s  n o t  

c r e d i b l e ,  f o r  m a n y  v a t i d  r e a s o n s .  A n u c l e a r  p r e - e m p t i v e  

s t r i k e  a g a i n s t  a n a s c e n t  n u c l e a r  p r o g r a m  v i o l a t e s  b o t h  t h e  

g e n e r a l  t e n e t  o f  p r o p o r t i o n a l i t y  and the  v e r y  n u c l e a r  t a b o o  

w h i c h  t he  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  w i s h e s  t o  r e i n f o r c e .  More 

g e n e r a l l y ,  p r e - e m p t i v e  s t r i k e s  v i o l a t e  A m e r i c a n  norms o f  

b e h a v i o r .  S e t h  C r o p s e y  has n o t e d ,  i n  t he  c o n t e x t  o f  u s i n g  

c o n v e n t i o n a l  weapons  i n  a p r e - e m p t i v e  s t r i k e ,  t h a t  " s i n c e  

t h e  m i d - 1 9 S 0 s ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  t he  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  has had a 

d e c l a r e d  p o l i c y  o f  s e e k i n g  o u t  and d e s t r o y i n g  t e r r o r i s t s  i n  

a d v a n c e  o f  an a t t a c k .  Bu t  t h i s  p o l i c y  has n e v e r  been 

c a r r i e d  o u t .  ' ' I 8  

The s e c o n d  b e h a v i o r  o f  c o n c e r n  i s  i m p l i e d  t h r e a t s  

a g a i n s t  n e i g h b o r s .  B a c k l a s h  s t a t e s  a r e  j u d g e d  t o  have 

h e g e m o n i c  d e s i g n s  w i t h i n  t he  r e g i o n ,  and n u c l e a r  weapons  

c r e a t e  an i m p l i e d  t h r e a t  even when t h e r e  i s  no e x p l i c i t  

t h r e a t ,  o r  t h e  t h r e a t  i s  e x p l i c i t l y  d e n i e d .  One r o l e  f o r  

U . S .  n u c l e a r  weapons  i s  t h a t  o f  p r o v i d i n g  e x t e n d e d  

d e t e r r e n c e  i n  such c a s e s ;  g i v i n g  a s s u r a n c e  t o  U .S .  a l l i e s  i n  

t h e  r e g i o n  t h a t ,  i n  case  o f  t h r e a t s  or  a t t a c k s  by t he  n e w l y  

n u c l e a r  w o u l d - b e  hegemon,  t he  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  w i l l  g u a r a n t e e  
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t h e  s e c u r i t y  o f  o u r  a l l i e s .  E x t e n d e d  d e t e r r e n c e  has  l o n g  

been  a r o l e  f o r  U . S .  f o r c e s  s t a t i o n e d  i n  S o u t h  K o r e a .  Fo r  

s u c h  g u a r a n t e e s  t o  be c r e d i b l e ,  t h o s e  s t a t e s  we seek  t o  

r e a s s u r e  mus t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  we w o u l d  a c t u a l l y  use n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  i f  n e e d e d ,  w h i c h  b r i n g s  us t o  t he  t h i r d  b e h a v i o r  o f  

c o n c e r n .  19 

T h i s  i s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  use o f  n u c l e a r  weapons  by t h e  

p r o l i f e r a t o r  a g a i n s t  U .S .  f o r c e s ,  o r  t h o s e  o f  a l l i e s ,  w h i c h  

a r e  d e f e n d i n g  U . S .  i n t e r e s t s .  An I n d i a n  G e n e r a l ,  K. 

S u n d a r j i ,  has  o b s e r v e d  t h a t  t h e  r e a l  l e s s o n  l e a d e r s  l i k e  

Saddam H u s s e i n  w i l t  d r a w  f r o m  t h e  G u l f  War i s  t o  a c q u i r e  

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  b e f o r e  g o i n g  t o  war  w i t h  t h e  U n i t e d  

S t a t e s .  20 A g r e a t  d e a l  o f  i n s i g h t  i s  p a c k a g e d  i n  t h i s  

commen t .  T h e r e  a r e  b o t h  p r a c t i c a l  and p o l i c y  r e a s o n s  why 

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  i s  l i k e l y  t o  f i n d  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  u n u s a b l e  

a g a i n s t  b a c k l a s h  s t a t e s  e x c e p t  when t he  b a c k l a s h  s t a t e  

i n i t i a t e s  t h e  e x c h a n g e .  

The p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n  i s  s i m p l y  t h a t  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t o r  

would no longer have reason to refrain from using its 

weapons. For example, were a nuclear armed North Korea to 

invade South Korea again, and in the first days of the 

invasion rout South Korean forces, the United States might 

threaten to use tactical nuclear weapons on North Korean 

forces or elements of their logistical support. North Korea 

could respond that if attacked with nuclear weapons it would 

strike 3apanese cities with its few nuclear weapons. One 

could argue that this threat lacked credibility, as to 
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f u l f i l l  i t  wou ld  s u r e l y  condemn the N o r t h  Koreas reg ime to 

t o t a l  d e s t r u c t i o n .  But wou ld  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  be w i l l i n g  

to  t ake  t h a t  r i s k ?  What wou ld  J a p a n ' s  r e a c t i o n  be? 

W h i l e  geog raphy  f a v o r s  N o r t h  Korea in  t h i s  example .  21 

o t h e r  w o u l d - b e  r e g i o n a l  hegemons armed w i t h  n u c l e a r  weapons 

c o u l d  e x p l o i t  the same dynamic .  Even when the g e o g r a p h i c  

s i t u a t i o n  does no t  p r o v i d e  such l e v e r a g e ,  Seth Cropsey has 

n o t e d  t h r e e  reasons  why the "weapons o f  A m e r i c a ' s  s t i l l  

f o r m i d a b l e  n u c l e a r  a r s e n a l  a re  a poor  d e t e r r e n t  a g a i n s t  the  

o f t e n  d i c t a t o r i a l  reg imes  o f  l e s s e r  n a t i o n s .  "22 

F i r s t ,  n u c l e a r  weapons wreak  enormous damage. Even 

when used a g a i n s t  m i l i t a r y  t a r g e t s  in  the  a g g r e s s o r  s t a t e ,  

s u b s t a n t i a l  c i v i l i a n  damage i s  l i k e l y  to  r e s u l t .  Damage so 

g r e a t  wou ld  seem d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  in  the  eyes o f  many, a t  

home and a b r o a d ,  u n d e r m i n i n g  the  v e r y  mora l  b a s i s  f o r  ou r  

r e s p o n s e  to  the t y r a n t .  

S e c o n d l y ,  as a rgued  above,  d e t e r r e n c e  o n l y  works  when 

s o m e t h i n g  o f  v a l u e  i s  t h r e a t e n e d .  D i c t a t o r s  o f  the  k i n d  

r u l i n g  I r a q  or  N o r t h  Ko rea ,  and most p r o b a b l y  a l s o  I r a n ,  

have v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  v a l u e s  than  d e m o c r a t i c  gove rnmen ts  do. 

Threatening m i l i t a r y  or even economic i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  may not 

d e t e r .  Only th rea ten ing  the e x i s t e n c e  of the regime 

guaran tees  d e t e r r e n c e ,  and t h i s  can usua l ly  be accomplished 

q u i t e  we l l ,  or even more e f f e c t i v e l y ,  with convent ional  

f o r c e .  

Perhaps most impor tant ly ,  to use nuclear  weapons to 

de te r  aggress ion  by a d i c t a t o r ,  nuclear-equipped or not ,  
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w o u l d  be  f o r  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  t o  " s u b v e r t  t h e  v e r y  a i m  o f  

i t s  b r o a d e r  p o l i c y  - -  t o  p r e v e n t  t h e  n u c l e a r  t h r e s h o l d  f r o m  

b e i n g  c r o s s e d .  ' ' 23  

N o n e  o f  t h e  a b o v e  a r g u m e n t s  l e a d s  t o  t h e  j u d g m e n t  t h a t  

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s h o u l d  e n t i r e l y  r u l e  o u t  u s i n g  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s .  I t  i s  t o  a r g u e  t h a t  o n l y  i n  t h e  m o s t  e x t r e m e  c a s e s  

c a n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  c r e d i b l y  t h r e a t e n ,  o r  u s e ,  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s ,  a g a i n s t  " b a c k l a s h "  s t a t e s .  E v e n  w h e n  t h a t  s t a t e  

u s e d  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  f i r s t ,  a n u c l e a r  r e s p o n s e  may n o t  b e  

j u s t i f i e d .  An a t t a c k  on c i v i l i a n  t a r g e t s  m i g h t  a l m o s t  f o r c e  

n u c l e a r  r e t a l i a t i o n ,  j u s t  to  r e - e s t a b l i s h  some s e m b l a n c e  o f  

a norm p r e c l u d i n g  use o f  such weapons a g a i n s t  c i v i l i a n  

t a r g e t s  (an  i r o n i c  n o t i o n  g i v e n  the  d o c t r i n e  o f  " m u t u a l  

a s s u r e d  d e s t r u c t i o n "  used to  j u s t i f y  s t r a t e g i c  t a r g e t i n g  by 

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and the  S o v i e t  U n i o n  a g a i n s t  each o t h e r ,  

b u t  n o n e t h e l e s s  w h a t  i s  l i k e l y  to  be a s t r o n g  norm o u t s i d e  

t h a t  n a r r o w  c o n t e x t ) .  A n u c l e a r  a t t a c k  on U .S .  o r  a l l i e d  

m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s  m i g h t  p r e c i p i t a t e  a n u c l e a r  r e s p o n s e ,  b u t  

t h i s  w o u l d  depend  more on m i l i t a r y  t h a n  p o l i t i c a l  

c i r c u m s t a n c e s .  

The same l i n e  o f  a r g u m e n t  a p p l i e s  to  " b a c k l a s h "  s t a t e s  

t h r e a t e n i n g  use o f  c h e m i c a l  o r  b i o l o g i c a l  w e a p o n s .  U . S .  

n u c l e a r  weapons  p r o v i d e  l i t t l e  d e t e r r e n c e  i n  such  c a s e s ,  

w i t h  t h e  same e x c e p t i o n .  A s t a t e  a c t u a l l y  e m p l o y i n g  e i t h e r  

o f  t h e s e  weapons )  w h e t h e r  a g a i n s t  U .S .  f o r c e s  o r  o t h e r s )  

r i s k s  c r e a t i n g  a s i t u a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  U .S .  n u c l e a r  weapons 

m i g h t  be u s e d ,  and used w i t h  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  In  such cases  
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p r o p o r t i o n a l i t y  w e i g h s  h e a v i l y ,  a n d  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e s p o n s e  

w i l l  d e p e n d  on  t h e  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e  f i r s t  u s e .  N o r m s  o f  

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  b e h a v i o r  w i l l  a l s o  be  i m p o r t a n t .  

T h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  m a n y  o f  i t s  a l l i e s  may w i s h  t o  

e s t a b l i s h  a n o r m ,  o r  p r e c e d e n t ,  f o r  d e s t r o y i n g  a r e g i m e  

w h i c h  f i r s t  u s e s  s u c h  w e a p o n s  i n  w a r .  2~ F o r  e x a m p l e ,  

P r e s i d e n t  B u s h  i n t i m a t e d ,  i n  h i s  l e t t e r  t o  S a d d a m  H u s s e i n ,  

t h a t  i f  I r a q  u s e d  w e a p o n s  o f  m a s s  d e s t r u c t i o n  a g a i n s t  t h e  

c o a l i t i o n  f o r c e s ,  h i s  g o v e r n m e n t  w o u l d  be  d e s t r o y e d  ( s e e  

n o t e  1 0 ) .  I f  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e s p o n s e  t o  f i r s t  u s e  ( b y  a 

b a c k l a s h  s t a t e )  i s  t o  d e s t r o y  t h a t  r e g i m e ,  e i t h e r  n u c l e a r  

w e a p o n s  o r  c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s  c o u l d  be  u s e d ,  a n d  B u s h  w a s  

interpreted as implying the possibility of a nuclear 

response. However, reciprocal use of nuclear weapons, or 

nuclear weapons in response to chemical or biological 

weapons, may simply violate twice the very norm the United 

States seeks to uphold. 25 

In the fifty years since nuclear weapons were used, 

this norm against using nuclear weapons has developed 

because of the terrible and long-term damage they would 

produce. Today none of the five declared nuclear-weapon 

states would use nuclear weapons except under the most dire 

circumstances. 26 Which leads us to the question of whether 

havinE nuclear weapons is a political asset or a liability, 

what are the political consequences for the United States of 

being a nuclear weapons state, and still the one with the 

most powerful arsenal? 
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The P o l i t i c a l  C o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  N u c l e a r  Weapons :  

R e a l  Power  v e r s u s  S y m b o l s  o f  Power  

A n d r e w  Mack has  a r g u e d  t h a t  "A n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  p r o g r a m  

may h a v e  p o l i t i c a l  r a t i o n a l e s  t h a t  a r e  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  i t s  

s t r a t e g i c  r o l e  b e c a u s e  s t a t e s  a r e  t a k e n  m o r e  s e r i o u s l y  

a s  p l a y e r s  i n  t h e  w o r l d  o f  g e o p o l i t i c s  w h e n  t h e y  a r e  

n u c l e a r - a r m e d .  ' ' 27  I f ,  a s  c l a i m e d  by Mack a n d  m a n y  o t h e r s ,  

t h i s  r a t i o n a l e  w o r k s  f o r  s m a l l e r  p o w e r s ,  i t  mus t  do l i k e w i s e  

f o r  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  I t  may be an h i s t o r i c a l  a c c i d e n t  

t h a t  t h e  f i v e  s t a t e s  h o l d i n g  p e r m a n e n t  s e a t s  on t h e  U n i t e d  

N a t i o n s  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l  a r e  a l s o  t h e  f i v e  s t a t e s  r e c o g n i z e d  

i n  t h e  NPT as l e g i t i m a t e  n u c l e a r  weapons  s t a t e s ,  2S b u t  t h i s  

f a c t  has  c r e a t e d  a c o n t e x t  f o r  s t a t u s  as a n u c l e a r  weapon  

s t a t e .  

N u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a r e  t h e  u l t i m a t e  s a n c t i o n .  Each o f  t h e  

a c k n o w l e d g e d  n u c l e a r  p o w e r s  p o s s e s s e s  t he  w e a p o n s ,  and t h e  

d e l i v e r y  s y s t e m s ,  t o  l i t e r a l l y  end t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  mos t  

c o u n t r i e s ,  and t o  a p p r o x i m a t e  t h a t  r e s u l t  w i t h  each  o t h e r .  29 

Maintaining th i s  ul t imate power is c e r t a i n l y  cons i s ten t  

with, and may perhaps even be necessary to, remaining the 

one global superpower. Possessing more nuclear weapons than 

any other  s t a t e  maintains "esca la t ion  dominance," the 

a b i l i t y  to win any f i gh t ,  no matter how nasty or large i t  

may become. 

Nuclear weapons also provide national confidence in 

ourse lves .  30 John Deutsch has argued that " [ t ]he  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of U.S. secur i ty  guarantees in de t e r r ing  
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conflicts relies on America's political-military strength, 

which is, in part, supported by its nuclear arsenal. ''3! 

"Escalation dominance," just being the most powerful country 

in a most unambiguous way, creates confidence which is very 

valuable in many lesser situations where the actual exercise 

of that ultimate power may not be relevant. 

At the same time, reliance on nuclear weapons confronts 

the United States with an inherent policy contradiction. To 

the extent that the United States derives its power from 

possessing nuclear weapons, even in the sense of domestic 

will to take risks that otherwise might be unacceptable, the 

idea that nuclear weapons are important for and relevant to 

every state's national security is reinforced. 

The inherently discriminatory character of 
nonproliferation mechanisms is incompatible with an era 
in which technology, industrial capability, and 
expertise are slowly spreading throughout the world. 
Permanent firebreaks between the haves and have-nots 
will only fuel the ambitions of the have-nots to 

acquire what they have been denied. 32 

This was one fundamental insight of the Acheson-Lillienthal 

Report. The history of the NPT supports this contention, 

a n d  i t  c l e a r l y  w i l l  be  a m a j o r  i s s u e  a t  t h e  1995 NPT 

E x t e n s i o n  C o n f e r e n c e .  So l o n g  as t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  

m a i n t a i n s  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  many c o u n t r i e s  w i l l  a r g u e  t h a t  we 

l e a d  by e x a m p l e .  W h a t e v e r  t h e  w o r d s ,  t h e  a c t i o n s  

d e m o n s t r a t e  t h a t  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a r e  b o t h  u s e f u l  and 

l e g i t i m a t e .  I t  i s  n o t  j u s t  p o t e n t i a l  p r o t i f e r a t o r s  who 
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p e r c e i v e  t h i s  m e s s a g e ,  b u t  a l s o  s u c h  s t r o n g  NPT s u p p o r t e r s  

a s  M e x i c o  an d  N i g e r i a .  

I f  p r e v e n t i n g  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  w e a p o n s  o f  m a s s  

d e s t r u c t i o n  ( n u c l e a r ,  c h e m i c a l ,  and  b i o l o g i c a l )  i s  now o n e  

o f  t h e  h i g h e s t  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  g o a l s  f o r  t h e  U n i t e d  

S t a t e s ,  s h o u l d  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  p u r s u e  new e f f o r t s  t o  

n e g o t i a t e  a t r u l y  g l o b a l  n u c l e a r  d i s a r m a m e n t  a g r e e m e n t ?  

C e r t a i n l y  a w o r l d  i n  w h i c h  b a c k l a s h  s t a t e s  ( o r  e v e n  

adversar ies as powerful as Russia could again become) could 

conf ron t  the United States wi th  c ru i se -m iss i l es  and other 

high technology conventional weapons, but not nuclear (or 

chemical or b i o l o g i c a l )  weapons, would be a more secure 

place. U.S. forces might face formidable adversar ies,  but 

none that  our advantages in technology and wealth could not 

defeat .  

Were the prospect for a l l  states to both agree to such 

a new global  nuclear disarmament t rea ty  and then to abide by 

i t  r e a l i s t i c ,  t h i s  would be an opt ion worth serious 

cons idera t ion  and d ip lomat ic  e f f o r t .  But the h i s t o r y  of 

n o n - p r o I i ( e r a t i o n  agreements (the NPT and the B io l og i ca l  

Weapons Convention, for  instance) provides no basis for  

b e l i e v i n g  that  any genie, nuclear or otherwise,  can be put 

back i n to  a b o t t l e .  States threatened by larger  and more 

powerful  adversar ies w i l l  always face serious temptat ion to 

f i n d  an " e q u a l i z e r . "  And even when the i n t e r n a t i o n a l  system 

~inds a way to provide c red ib le  secur i t y  guarantees to such 
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s t a t e s ,  t h e  r e n e g a d e  d i c t a t o r ,  w i ! t i n g  t o  u s e  a n y  m e a n s  t o  

i n c r e a s e  h i s  p o w e r ,  w i l t  f o r c e  t h e  i s s u e .  

C o n c l u s i o n s  

C e r t a i n l y  t h e r e  appear t o  be  b o t h  p o s i t i v e  and negative 

consequences from nuclear weapons, and the question must be 

how these weigh out for the severa! objectives of U.S. 

policy. However, as we have seen, the benefits from 

eliminating the U.S. nuclear arsenal are tenuous, while the 

prospects of being confronted by a nuclear armed adversary 

can only be increased by eliminating our own weapons. 

Serious threats may arise from many quarters, and nuclear 

weapons may be necessary to deter adversaries from 

threatening either the United States or our allies. 

So long as other states maintain nuclear arsenals, so 

must the United States. Russian {and Chinese or even 

Ukrainian) strategic nuclear weapons create the potential 

for a serious nuclear threat to re-emerge. A threat which 

can only be deterred by a survivable U.S. arsenal of 

equivalent size. Whether this strategic nuclear deterrent 

should be intercontinental ballistic missiles, sea-launched 

ballistic missiles, or some combination, will be a function 

of force posture calculations, as will the specifics of 

size. But the role, and need, for a strategic nuclear 

deterrent will continue so long as any potential adversary 

has the capability. 
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B a c k l a s h  o r  r o g u e  s t a t e s  w i l l  a l s o  c o n t i n u e  t o  p o s e  a 

s u b s t a n t i a l  s e c u r i t y  p r o b l e m  f o r  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  

D e t e r r e n c e  a g a i n s t  s u c h  r e g i m e s  i s  l i m i t e d  a n d  

u n p r e d i c t a b l e ,  a s  i s  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  t o  

s u c h  d e t e r r e n c e .  M o b i l e  a n d  p o w e r f u l  c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s  

m u s t  b e  t h e  p r i m a r y  m i l i t a r y  t o o l  f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  s u c h  

t h r e a t s .  B u t  a m a j o r  a s p e c t  o f  t h e s e  t h r e a t s  i s  t h e  

p r o p e n s i t y  t o  p r o l i f e r a t e  w e a p o n s  o f  m a s s  d e s t r u c t i o n .  

N o r m s  a g a i n s t  p r o l i f e r a t i o n ,  a n d  e s p e c i a l l y  a g a i n s t  u s e ,  o f  

s u c h  w e a p o n s  c a n n o t  b e  m a i n t a i n e d  b y  c o n v e n t i o n a l  w e a p o n s  

a l o n e .  A r u l e r  i n f a t u a t e d  w i t h  w e a p o n s  o f  m a s s  d e s t r u c t i o n  

b e s t  u n d e r s t a n d s  a r e s p o n s e  i n  k i n d .  He may  b e l i e v e  t h a t  

h i s  w e a p o n s  o f  mass d e s t r u c t i o n  can s t o p  U . S .  c o n v e n t i o n a l  

f o r c e s  ( a s  Saddam H u s s e i n  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  h i g h  i n i t i a l  

c a s u a l t i e s  w o u l d  f o r c e  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  t o  q u i t e  t h e  

c a m p a i g n  t o  l i b e r a t e  K u w a i t ) .  N u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  d e p l o y a b l e  t o  

t h e  t h e a t e r ,  such  as bombs d e l i v e r e d  by a t t a c k  a i r c r a f t ,  

b e s t  c o m b i n e  t h e  p r e s e n c e  and i m m e d i a c y ,  and t h e  p o t e n t i a l  

f o r  a c t u a l  u s e ,  t o  c o n s t i t u t e  an e f f e c t i v e  d e t e r r e n t .  33 

R o u t i n e  d e p l o y m e n t  o f  such  w e a p o n s  o v e r s e a s  w o u l d  be 

p e r c e i v e d  as p r o v o c a t i v e  and w o u l d  u n d e r c u t  o u r  n o n -  

p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o b j e c t i v e s .  D e p l o y m e n t  o f  a few  w e a p o n s  a t  an 

a p p r o p r i a t e  moment i n  a c r i s i s  ( f o l l o w i n g  l a r g e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  

d e p l o y m e n t s  and t h r e a t s  o f  e s c a l a t i o n  by t h e  a d v e r s a r y )  

w o u l d  s i g n a l  t h e  m a g n i t u d e  o f  U . S .  c o n c e r n  and r e s o l v e .  I n  

t h e  u n l i k e l y  e v e n t  t h a t  d e t e r r e n c e  f a i l e d  and t h e  a d v e r s a r y  

u s e d  w e a p o n s  o f  mass d e s t r u c t i o n  and the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  
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j u d g e d  i t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  r e s p o n d  w i t h  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  t h e  

U . S .  r e s p o n s e  w o u l d  be  p e r c e i v e d  a s  m o r e  p r o p o r t i o n a l  a n d  

j u s t i f i e d .  

N u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a l s o  p l a y  i m p o r t a n t  s y m b o l i c  r o l e s  f o r  

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  W h i l e  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  do n o t  c e r t i f y  t h e  

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a s  t h e  o n e  s u p e r - p o w e r ,  w e r e  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  

t o  e l i m i n a t e  i t s  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  w h i l e  o t h e r  s t a t e s  r e t a i n e d  

t h e i r s ,  we m i g h t  d e m o t e  o u r s e l v e s  t o  b e i n g  j u s t  a n o t h e r  

g r e a t  p o w e r .  N u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a r e  c o n s o n a n t  w i t h  s u p e r - p o w e r  

status, and they provide confidence (and an extra military 

margin for error) in behaving as the super-power. 

Nuclear weapons wil[ remain instruments of deterrence 

and symbols of power, if fears about proliferation of 

backlash states armed with weapons of mass destruction prove 

correct, nuclear weapons may also become war-fighting 

weapons to a greater degree than any time in the last 20 

years. 
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reason to think that either SaddamHussein or the Pyongy~g regime doubt 
our ultimate resolve, the question is circuTstances. 

20 George H. Quester and Victor A. Utgoff, '~o-First-Use and 
Nonproliferation: Redefining Extended Deterrence," The Washinato~ 
Ouarterly, volune 17, number 2 (Spring 1994), p. 107. 

21 Because of the proximity of major Japanese cities and Japan's close 
alliance with the United States. 

22 Cropsey, oD. cit., p. 15. 

23 Ibid., p. 15. 

24 Great caution is necessary here, especially given the absence of 
Western response when Iraq used chemical weapons against Iran. It would 
be in~ortant to ensure that the message was "do not use weapons of mass 
destruction in war" rather than "do not use such weapons against the 
United States or its friends." The second message is a sure recipe for 
serious terrorism, although the first might possibly be as well. 

25 Cropsey makes this arglm,m%t as to why the United States cannot use 
nuclear weapons against dictators; oD. cir., p. 15. 

26 Same might argue this point in view of the recent doctrinal change in 
Russia, which for the first time explicitly contemplates the first use 
of nuclear weapons. While one could argue that this represents a new 
and less responsible attitude in Moscow, the more reasonable view might 
be that Moscow now faces circnmlstances similar to those long faced by 
Washington. The moral high ground is now relatively valueless for 
Moscow, and the reality of weakness in conventional forces generates 
serious insecurity, and a recognition of reality. Russia is not 
threatened today the way Israel is threatened, or even (at least in our 
view) the way the West was threatened by the specter of Soviet tanks 
streaming through the Fulda Gap and across the German plain. At least 
same in Moscow claim to see similar threats to Russia. 

27 Andrew Mack, '~ne Nuclear Crisis on the Korean Peninsula," 
Survey, volume 33, number 4 (April, 1993), p. 343 
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28 When the NPT was negotiated in the mid-1960s, the People's Republic 
of C~na was a very recent entry into the ranks of nuclear weapons 
states. The Republic of China continued to occupy the Chinese seat on 
the Security Council, which was designated as one of the five permanent 
seats during negotiation of the Charter in 1945 for reasons that looked 
backwards to the coalition of allies which had fought World War II and 
scrne sense of which countries would significant in the immediate post- 
war world. U.S. policy at this time was more oriented towards the 
ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons than acceptance of these weapons 
as conferring great power status. 

29 Even the relatively small arsenals of Britain, France, or China would 
certainly end cultural and economic life as we know it in either Russia 
or the United States. The fact that humanity would continue to survive 
there and maintain some, albeit much more basic, form of political and 
economic life does not gainsay the argument that it would for all 
practical purposes no longer be Russia or the UnitedStates. 

30 Interview with Brad Roberts, Center for Strategic and International 
Studies, Washington, D.C. 

31 John M. Deutsch, "The New Nuclear Threat," ForeiqnAffairs, Fall 
1992, p. 130. 

32Brad Roberts, "Arms Control and the End of the Cold War" oD. cit., p. 
45. 

33 The argument here is for use of relative small nuclear weapons in an 
essentially strategic role -- which is to say a demonstration of 
overwhelming military capability to convince the adversary that for him 
victory is simply unachievable at any cost -- against a relatively 
unsophisticated adversary. This is not an ar~t for battlefield 
nuclear weapons, which were the classical concept of tactical nuclear 
weapons. Nuclear artillery (whether tube or missile) would send a 
different political message: that nuclear weapons are simply a more 
powerful battlefield weapon. This could only encourage proliferation. 
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